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Research on a multi-sensor SLAM system for unmanned
forklifts based on visual constraints
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Abstract: To address the cumulative drift issue commonly encountered during long-term autonomous navigation of
unmanned forklifts in warehouses, this paper presents a localization system based on the LeGO-LOAM {ramework,
which incorporates ground-mounted Aruco markers. The system utilizes LiDAR to provide continuous odometry
constraints, while the Aruco markers offer global pose anchors upon detection. These two sources of information are
fused through back-end factor graph optimization. For practical engineering deployment, this paper details the marker
arrangement strategy. sensor extrinsic calibration process and the method for setting graph optimization weights.
Experiments conducted in a real indoor corridor environment demonstrate that the root mean square error (RMSE) of
localization is reduced from 0. 635 1 m to 0. 272 8 m (a decrease of 57. 0% ). The system maintains stable performance
even under partial marker occlusion. The results indicate that this solution offers significant engineering advantages.
including low implementation cost, ease of deployment and strong maintainability, making it suitable for autonomous
navigation tasks in warehouse logistics scenarios.

Keywords: unmanned forklift; Aruco markers; LeGO-LOAM;multi-sensor fusion;localization accuracy

RO AT R AR 55 . RN, BEAE 1B AT N E) Y SE A, K
FE A BE T R 5 R IR R o W R, M T N LR

BEAE Tl A Sh AL F BE D AN BT & T s BN LA M AT R e e e vkt L i 4 [ 1 o R R
AR E RS . CECH S A=A PR 2. AT E 3 T 3% & & (light detection and ranging.,
B AESMEAR EAXERBELE R BAHENAE T LiDAR MBS RS KB K N2 735 FEEAN

0 35l

[l

W kE B 39 .2025-11-22
* FELTE LR H RIS (2508085 MF170) % BUAE Bl A SR BE2# 3 42 (2023 AH050926) % B4 5 1 Wb [6) 8187 1 B (GXXT-2023-076) .
LR KRB W 58 B A VBT H (2023qyhz35) 5% Bl

.« 82



HHBRAF ATFMEYRGFIAIE S B RSE SLAM 248K

5013 W

nlORE R B OBLR 22N, R LeGO-LOAM i i3 f@l &
LiDAR 515 P DU i SR e B0 . 48 5 7 BB 180 5 2 1 G
B ABFE K BT ]2 AT 30 B8 AT A7 AR R IR, L LR A B =
W SRR AR A PR B R, X — ) T R 2

R TR IR ), 25 IR AR LA S5 0 B B LIDAR
FARE BT IO X e R B B s . BarE
AL 6] 4 2 A7 5 b B A 2 (simultaneous localization
and mapping, SLAM) % % % ORB-SLAM™ | Mono-
SLAM.PTAM I SVO™ & IX #6757 k3438 i FRAE £ IR B
B 2 R AL AR A T AL 3h B 5 8 Rl 3R 85 1) = 4k 2%
.8 HREAEAR ML E S EHTARZRSHENY
0, Hih, Mono-SLAM 3 1 75 B 4% v BRI i i 5 1F
R Y IR S 08 Uk Al M HLAS Bh K A B = 4 2
FH . PTAM W3 ot 76 B AR AL AL 25 1Y R B L 76 2 TR B,
o R = 4 b P, AT 4R T T 2R G 0 S i b R T
52 R, SVO AU R AE . T 2 B4 A R 1R %
SR A BORAS T A ALIE 3, R T I ERCR I e ek
iz 8 R ARG b R EU B E

BT #OLH SLAM J5 45 LOAM™ | Cartograp-
her"™ Al LeGO-LOAM " 2535 . LOAM ¥ R % AW
#B43» LIDAR odometry H F i i1 Ji &5 12 2, M mapping 1
B T A B A R = A M TR 7 Bh AR IR B R SR B A S A
fit. M Google FF & ) Cartographer J&—Fhil FH #1532 , i
FF 4 M =2 SLAM, %5875 38 i @l & LiDAR.IMU J
b A SRR B L I 5 4 R Ak A i A e T ] e St
S SE AL 5 W ER AT, LeGO-LOAM £ % LOAM K
SR AR L T X R B L5 A A B SR B AT T AL, B T AR
HAL PTG oK ZE DR RERG BE Y R B 58 A T R G 0 S
53l AP AR Ok T 9T e ) S S T &
%N Zhang 2" 42 1Y LeGO-LOAM-FN £ % 5 2% 35 55

AT
BE
B8 #
w o~ = % B
* W E R
- EE It I
% S B
4 ]
% #l
5
23
#
& WAEAIERIR
B
oL 8
# it 2
m—» ﬁﬁi—rﬁ —>
o] #
#
1

oAl T O BT A DL B ALE . i Lin MM HA LV
Fusion R&EM i B A W HOE 5B EGER, B 5k
TREWNG N, Wang SV AL A E T HERFR
TE 22 0 T il A 22 WROUL I 24 302 ff B B — SLAM 5 ik i3
R In) 10 G5k 42 . e Ah , B0 DY 4R VIG-SLAM 55
2 S/ S T B E MRS S GPS R
A& il Af B T GPS REGE IR B T 5 M M e A fae
4 1]

Aruco ¥piC B Garrido-Jurado ™ Ew iR iy, K H 5
I Y S R R e A B A Ak Y s R L RO B T A
FEMALKENAM TR, 23 Z2FEHWERE, T
Aruco MZ P& 7 5 MU 5 WL AR 4% B B, 1 4 Romero-
Ramirez 25V T —F 3 F Aruco fRi8 B = N E M &
45, 2R PG Araco 87 vk B 3E BT T P E A B S A
PSR UHE A T RBEEITE S, T Aruco F5il
HEAT O B Ah 3, o R AE S SLAM 55345 & I, B A 4L
T RAUR 2 R TR G W

FET M A CHE LeGO-LOAM Wy 2Ll FHE T — 4L
T LiDAR 5 Aruco FRig & 19 % N B T A X4 8 7 &
%t (Aruco-LOAM) , RS iE ik LIDAR B 3K 45 7 2 A Xt
{45, 3 5 AR B R B T Aruco 518 I 3K B 48 X 4
B, I S i R DR P S B 2R AR B Rl A

1 RIS

AR SCH B R A B G5 LiDAR # Z A FI R H | Aruco
TG A B | i DR PR AR A B LA B A s A 2 5 T
R . REBEIRHESRWE 1 fizm, LIDAR i 35 #2
b 3% 25 1 J S AR X 7 A T AR B Aruco bRigHT, RS
R B0 0 B RS 5 5 i B 4 R 07 5 il L IR 3
N S PR A T AT 35 25 A T o DA S5 B0 K G 118 2 R

HIRHAL
BHH
l AR AL
)
2 HFHE R
R ek
*
H%ihr
BHTH

Aruco-LOAM Fil & R S 584

Fig. 1 Architecture of the Aruco-LOAM fusion system

¢« 83



949 B 2 F o

T # K

1.1 REREZRENY

B8, LIDAR f =B+ LeGO-LOAM, X £5
2 HE AT R 4R B T o 5 )R 3 b T A L I A A T
o) (AR X 87 25, FH T B (3 e i B2 LT A R, 5 kTR
A, 2 3RA B S I SR 42 R 8T Aruco AR c A 0 48 3k 42
BARiEM &L S A ie B MR T 5N S, 8
PnP SR #AS 2 AR MLAR ST T A0 0907 5. %L B AE A 2 R
At ARG T 05 i 8] 32 47 v B A RS

N BRIRF R NG — G R G R [H
ot LIiDAR 5 A ML 2t 2847 [6) 25, 338 i BlAs 28 19 4 5
B B E S LIDAR — 8B E IR AT, b
Jei o I i A Ak B B DL 45 Bt 220 1 4 R A 8 O L 5L A
LiDAR A0 X7 254 S JRy 3 i 2k 2 o, H 4 Aruco 1A 15 )
PR 28 %6F (37 B2 4 by 4 JRy it v TR, R R A g IR 7 BT 9F AT
L.
1.2 FRIG ALK E R B &t

HE— AR R R, B AR RN G, LIDAR 455 &
S L AABLAE bR B R C, Aruco SRICAEFR RN M, #IHLS
LiDAR WS RR N

Ry 1y
o 1 ¢}

LeGO-LOAM Hif sty 3 T 45 2 45 AF VT e A7 31 40 4B i 2
[¥) F6 4 %o A7 4

Z., = (TsH'rs @)

Hodr, T 55 i Wi LIDAR fE4 RARFR R FIOALLE,
ZA R TR et B S R G iE T RABURR .

Aruco %X 37 Z AR A bR S, AR 4 A P
HHEGEE (u, o)L

TE =

- Py,
A [ ke ]
1
2833 PP R A#AS BIAHHLAEXT AR IC A2 %
RY !
T — { & (} "
0 1

FRRICTE 2R AR R R AL E C A T WAL AR
BEYEN

¢ =TY(rH! -
Pl /PS5 LiDAR 764 J5 T AR08 0000 47 28y
Tt.am _ T[(, . TIL: .

LAy 42 R B T IR R R AE . AL AR 10 B A
MR B 2 B,
1.3 RERERELSN

T WA AR E 2 SRR L T B AR S A SE T
KIS A5 R 25 [ 3] LIDAR 4 Ja) A AR 5 B iR 22 AL R A A .
Jo . BB SRR 22 6p HAK S ECE A REN L. W
Ao R R T R AR AT VB MR S 5 AR ALAR X T b e 4 2 R
) Adew Z IR AYLE PR 5T 2R

« 84

B B

2

I

Camera

K 2 Aruco Fric ¥

Fig. 2 Aruco marker detection

Aoy =— (J'E,\DITE, - 0p (D

Hodp, g TR R 22 0 v A8 e A R AT LR RS, X,
S A5 FE A A D A 0 B 25 B

B2 R ST B0 R A A R 22 AT AR ALK R
TSR A B RENLIR 22 0 Z RSP B hRE IR 22 0T« IR
B, R EAR AL RERIAY ] RN .

T = Tow » (Tey » exp(A&a)) ™ o (Tye + exp(AE )

®

ARG TR, b TERMYL LR S L
e 5, AR ROWIM B B o R RRAE R/ 1E E v
P o KR AR T A A M T T L R R O R LR
G T A A A A R e X A R B BB R
1.4 HERITSHLENEEE

BT HHLS LiDAR RA&E 43 A [, 9058 4 5t 47 1%
TS R 0, — A5 LiIDAR JCHEWUR B3 ¢, 524
57, L, T EXT LIDAR 7 % 46 i o] & E 4745 16, £ 7§
B XS, # o< 1, <ty ] LIDAR 7ERFZ) ¢,
HIPLE T 5N .

T:(t,) = Interp(T&(e,) T (t,0) 5a,) 9
Hp JdmEE 0 .
t,— 1t
a, = (10
iy — L

Interp &7 7 224 (A oA, S5 b 47 {8 76 25 R 808 ) v
SER L B .

T:(t) = Ti(t,) « Expla, » Log((T6,) " TEE 1))

(1D

Hoh  ExpC) AZEREHE OB, Log( ) FRI/R SEGDFH
2R Hse (3) i X Hir e B

3 g 1A 1, A0 Al X I 31 5 LiDAR 4k 45 4 —
A B ] 7 B L DA T AR E R 2 2 BROFE TR T AP — Btk S
AL UL
1.5 Empa5BEM®kEEH

RGELL X, = T¢' RRHE i B2 LIDAR {7 %795 5.
LeGO-LOAM $& 4L/ X 29 F sk 224



BhAF ATMRYRGAALE 2282 SLAM 2455

=)

%133

P = Log(Z:L (X,'X,)) (12)
Aruco 485 v LA 4 R Al S AR H .

ri" = Log((Tg™) ™' X ) (13)
WIS 2 S 3L [ R A Ak F AR

?}i‘?(.z) 175 e, + 2 ri A, (14)

b, @, 5 A, 703 0 Wi 4 R AR B R i i &
GACT S0 . HOBUE LU Bl LA AL J5 B3 Y 8 AORS B2 R
FUbR BEAT i AU B L e &l O LRI A I 221 5 Aruco
PRAC A 2 XK B2 15 B dog (R . 1B 3 9T O U S 1T 1k
T T

S0

K3 HET T T

Fig. 3 Factor graph based on visual markers

2 ZHFEEMRRE

BT S E A s, R R IR RS RE S
LeGO-LOAM #E47 T X LU 52 5 , 8 o5 WAL FLAE 8 0K B 5
B2 BMEUT R MERE R B, BT AR 5T 0 ) 6 % 2 b T
BT &8 TIREB I 4, Bk A LIDAR B 4 %)
LB, R FIAEXF 8 2 B R LIO-SAM 4§ 15 5
2.1 EIWEGERHEFEE

Bl 4 i N SE s - &, SCR A S LT
4N H B O B R B CDDI15 MEBER X% B Helios
16 48 LiDAR, Fl T4 Aruco A7 ic I 3 BURL 5 £ 4 15 B
B AK $8153% DL R T4 Bh A A T A e I e 2 on . %
#H T ENLE S ULIMV-BX524F1, 5 T Intel 45 11
1R Core ¥ & ¥ it . #& # Intel Core i7-1165G7 5 Celeron
6305E ZbHEAR . S4BT 5 R H Ubuntu 18. 04 #:4E &
4t ,i847 ROS Melodic fE42 ,

2.2 MiXHESHIEE

R RLA R GAE B LA A i Re . AT

BT —AMREENOMX S E7E RN ESN R .

4 CDD15 ML ELE T &

Fig. 4 CDDI15 stacking forklift experimental platform

RPN — M2 30 m X 10 m (9= AL
i X I, A B B 4R GG 5 5 AR AR SRR AE s D — 1k BE
FELy 2.2 m KA 15 m FBRKSEGEE . %R EA W
SEEE S B AR Y O B SS AR AR L K R X SR AR
AT PL B Y 4 SO B R RO S 2 BT B
TEE PRl SLAM Sk e I S e e IR T
W& A S B 5 s

(a) Wik =
(a) Test scenario
_ M Obstacles
Path
= Aruco Maker

]

[

(b) HFARAE

(b) Schematic diagram

K5 =Nl s

Fig.5 Indoor testing environment

T 10 2 B0V B BT e SO0 o Ao €5 B M 5 LIDAR 52
AN T oK . AR 58 56 T 9 20 29 3 55 % 25 A R R 2 B0k
7, ERST D5, B T AR L2 4 1w B 5 08 S W 4y
P DR S 5B O JE e/ MB R 20 B N > 30 pixel s
JCHERESE 15 em WK, IR 7E M T BE5Y 56 B 249 120 pixel s
$RAE T TR MRAETUAR LIPS S

0850



%49 % W a

T # K

TE TR BE 7 T8 » 4 45 2% G0 11 42 1 T 8 B ) 7 25 0P iR 22
W. WK 6 s, it 3 L SE s iEs:, HEEY KZE 3.0 m
st Y77 #R15% 2% (root mean square error, RMSE) i 2 & #Y ;
M 2 0. 8 m I, K BE W as i 3 PR B ol 28 5 7%
IETRZ2ME ARG E 1.5 m NIk,

06
osl 0.485 3
04}
£
‘2’ 03 0.264 1 02728
o
0.2
0.1
ERHEOSm) ALAR(Sm) BEAEGOm)
6 AS[EIbRIC AT B 7 %8 0 A8 0 A BE X L

Fig. 6 Comparative analysis of localization accuracy under different

marker configurations
PR R B Bt B B2 D) S A T 45 0 N LT

W3k % 42 A7 B, [/ B2 3% LiDAR M = JHHHLENZ . IMU %k
P K ARG MBS R AR R A E B B A TR R/

N TR TR 2E VAN 1 A 5L 2 75 B A BE S A
R T =S HRIEET . Bt — 5 BC A R
R AU HLAR TH A9 /NG R 0% /N 2 BURR T 7 A Y S 56 14 i
B RE A TR E LS R, LR NEE TS5
S — R G L IR OR A AR (R0 4 4 1) B i
P07 Al A — 2R B AR P AR AT Bl 0 S LR T R .
i o LR T LI ] DX W) A LA e A LR 2 2R ]
HERMAE ey bz si s, AMRESE0its
SLAM 42 Jay 85 b 58 19X 1 56 2 5 A IF 50 A1 1 2k T die /s —5f¢
F18 O A2 TG o 7 o /N 2 LR T X 5 & SLAM Hi i 1
MeBR AR . I XA SLAM $di 5 5 5 25 Bk S LG
— WU O JE S I R 22 0 Bt 5 0 ik T R DA B 3t T R
Heai

3 XWERSHM

ST I UE T B R R T R A RO L AS B S AR L e
FOPIF X LR A MR AR RE S KRG AMGE
AR LeGO-LOAM #EAT X HLIEAS
3.1 EMERMEEDN

B 7 i %% S i LiIDAR = 8 2 45 31, 3%
HNXE L K E RS, B 7 A A R A o e A
DI, T #6  ER JE HARRRAE (8

(a) LRI T AL

(a) Environmental map of the experimental scenario

& 7

(b) LR FLIDAR /S =80 R

(b) LiDAR point cloud representation in the experimental scenario

ST Aruco-LOAM # [ &% 5

Fig. 7 Mapping result of Aruco-LOAM in the experimental scenario

B 8.9 iR HiZ RS S LeGO-LOAM 7E3 A gR 12
Ry, SR NS HEYIL, ML N Aruco-LOAM
it g 5, K B4 N LeGO-LOAM At 4s 5%, 74
Fo M 3 X 8, LeGO-LOAM #3877 76 = #, i Aruco-
LOAM #3525 950 = B — B0 @ A0SR B & /N, 52
I e, F 505 1 L 2 SRR A T Bl AR S A Sh kAT & R A
PR AE o {8 0500 7F 22 R M A S AT PR 4 45 e — B0E . 1B 9(b)
Fim RSPl mE .

RE iSRRI ANTFATSREB W RN E
T AW 558 A 0y AL 4D S 56 B B T 5 00 I 4 b A A
LEREZHFEMIML ., WE 10 Fin. 7 20~40 s B
WS T ], WAL R R FEOEM IR ZEH 0.25 m
MFZ 0. 45 m, (A5 35 F B F B 4245 B 31iB fk 5 LiDAR

. 86 o

R R, RGOS IR AR5 8L, LiDAR #Y 48 i
2 TR 5 0 K 4 R 2 i 7E I 2 1 R R R AR
T R G Ae NALIR 2= 109 30 25 46 b 24 55 B 3 38 3 25 T 4
W RESC Bl AL,

W 11 BiR B X KB i 37 57, A% 52 40 9 B R FAD
W20 40 m. HAEZ WA RSB P, 2 AR 22 IR A AE
0.2~0. 4 m X [8] N E , I oA B FE 4538 i & 1, RO
FEAH ] B AR 100 B R, FL 5w 7 1% 22 BLIS _B R R e W) %5
P/ A N2 e S T T TR A P
3.2 EERESH

T RAIE 1.3 1 PR UR 2 R 1 G et I Al o
2 AE S BRAE Ml PR v (0 8 KT HE B2 SO B2 i [a] ]
HARZE R T MERR PTG A5 £ AR 1) 117G 0 2 e 7, AR AT 5%



HARA FATARYROAALE S

BB SLAM & %A R 513

— BEYIE
Aruco-LOAM
-LeGO-LOAM ..

4
0F Lo, -
s -2
-6
_8 1 L 1 L
0

20 40 60 80 100 120 140
B R /s
(a) PLITIRZE
(a) x axis trajectory error
—ZHHE
Aruco-LOAM
--LeGO-LOAM |,

40 60 80 |60 120 14‘0
i [8]/s
(b) YRR ZE

(b) y axis trajectory error

E 8 LEBFT Aruco-LOAM 5 LeGO-LOAM #is %t 1
Fig. 8 Trajectory comparison between Aruco-LOAM and

LeGO-LOAM in the experimental scenario

— ZEPE
fffff Aruco-LOAM
---LeGO-LOAM

z/m
II\) (=20 5]

(a) flitH13EE 5 225 BT H

(a) Estimated trajectory vs. reference trajectory

QL o
PIRAAL ¢
5O 72 G
LA 4§
2 A o'
Ly RS Yo
KRN N
% Ak ~
e Ky
¥ ".Ay 7’2/(
L% 7
KN / 7
J P | /
Y x i il ,yav*'
¥ 2 3 2
A ~ ¢
e . W W%
)j\( 5
S ~P
L
A o~
X /\/('
XX K/\‘
XX x
> >
X .3
&
<
(b) BHEHBRR

(b) Schematic diagram of the reference trajectory

[#9  SEEe 5 T 0 15 25 X L K R 7R
Fig. 9

Trajectory error comparison with schematic diagram

in the experimental scenario
FE LR T 1R BARIC S AL s 19 244 T, 47 T

100 SR BESIH . SEIGEH T PP RS 0 R4S 2E
3 o) BRI R348 o) BT f8 €0 7 i 0 B Bt

08r
— Aruco-LOAM
0.7r

0.6 1020 SR 5 B 20~40 SEERYBRBE  40~55 PRI AL
Eost »=0.449 m

H
o 0.4 f
ﬁos: y=0251'm / \

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55
B [6)/s

B 10 AT 5T 1Y E A 152 22 i i il 48
Fig. 10 Localization error response curves under
dynamic disturbances

12r
---LeGO-LOAM -
— Aruco-LOAM A
1.0F e o
=1
=081
# s
&Aoo -
g /1,‘,,*
§ 04 e
02F ./
0 20 40 60 80 100 120
RBUTHIER/m
BT Bl 220 L
Fig. 11 Comparative trends of trajectory errors

e 1 AT FEAR M i BRI IR T, Aruco FRI2 AR
WRRRME RSN R, REFERERMES,
BHZ PP 55 B E R iR 2 AR 2 8/, 0 B sl hl 1
0.05°LAIN . Ak g S Fe B, W05 WLl 5% 22 il A 25 24 0 1 75
e o3 A1 HLAS A ] AR,

®1 NRBEMEREFRITE

Table 1 Statistical results of visual pose estimation errors
(m)
PEAT R AR H{E 1% 22 P v 22 T R 22
x 0.012 0. 005 0.021
v 0.015 0. 007 0.026
0 0. 045 0.021 0.082

22 2 AT, 78 2 P00 i X R 00 o o I B AR P L AR
XREMARZEFTARERE LY EFMRT LeGO-
LOAM B4 ik, BT F, HE 0 J% ) RMSE )
0.6351 m F&EZ 0.272 8 m, BRI 57. 0%, 1% 22 22 B AKX
T 81. 694, [F] Ak AH X 4y 45 1% 22 (relative pose error, RPE)
BEAR T 55. 7% . RGEEMRIB TR E , 1] 2 J6 AN L7
TGRS T L FATZ R . BERE . i h 4
JIETERFE B B B AR A bR ig Bk A wth R L

RIFmHEssfe 15 TR .

o« 87



5549 % v 7o ¥ o3 A
F2 MWiKFHETHHITRZEITLE
Table 2 Comparison of trajectory errors in the test scenario
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